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ANALYS'. OF A SURVRY OF SCHOOL DISTRICT PRACTICES 

RKGARDING SKCONDARY LFVEL HANIJICAPPKI) STUOfNTS 
AND THRIR TRANSITION TO POSTSRCONDARY EXPERIHNCF.S 



I INTRODUCTION 



Until recently, the primary focus ot federal, state, and, to a large 
degree, local policy toward educatinj^ handicapped youth centered on 
gaining access to education in an appropriate setting; that is, removing 
barriers to equal educational opportunity for the handicapped Under the 
assumption that access to schooling? is the major initial step toward an 
independent life, Congress passed Public Law (PL) 94 142, tiie Education 
f ^ All Handicapped Childrtn Act » to require school districts or local 
education agencies (LEAs) to provide education to handicapped youth in the 
least restrictive and most appropriate environment. Not surprisingly, 
during this era the major research activities focused on the degree to 
which PL 94-142 was implemented effectively, including, for example, the 
extent that LEAs used individualized educational programs (lEPs) as 
required by law (e.g.. Wright. Cooperstein. Grogan- Renneker , & Padilla. 
]9B2). Mortiover, the major policy quest it)ns focused on the entry point in 
the educational system, namely elementary schools and school districts. 
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As federal policymakers became convinced that PL 94 142 was 
(?ffectively m place at the eienicMitary level, and as more and more 
research about disadvantaged groups raised questions about tlie 
effectiveness of school and other social institutions in preparing these 
youth for life after school (e.g.. G. Fairweather, 1964), questions arose 
about the long-term effectiveness of special education programs in 
preparing handicapped students for work, postsecondary education, and an 
independent life. Accordingly, Congress legislated new secondary special 
education programs in PL 98-199 and in the amendments to PL 94-142, and 
mandated a longitudinal study to follow secondary handicapped students 
through secondary school and into adulthood. At the same time, Madeleine 
Will, Assistant Secretary for Special Education and Rehabilitative 
Services (OSERS), announced that the federal perspective on educating 
handicapped children had shifted from an almost exclusive focus on early 
school activities to incl^'de secondary school programs and, especially, 
the transition from school to the adult world (Will, 1984). In effect, 
educational pol icymr\kers no longer assumed that education, especially 
during the early years, was an adequate end in itself, but must be seen 
in*,tead as a mechanism toward achieving full social and economic 
participation after leaving school 

Despite this shift in perspective, no comprehensive information 
describing what happens tt» youth with various handicapping conditions in 
secondary schools or afterwards is available (Ellman, Brauan, & Birman, 
1984). Instead, we have studies of high school students based on samples 
inappropriate for the entire special education population (e.g.. National 
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Center for Education Statistics |NCES), 1981. 1983) and a handful of 
follow up studies of hand i raF)pe(i youth in a few catep,ories located in 
three or four states (e.g.. Fdi?ar. Horton, & Maddox. 1981: Hasazi, Gordon. 
& Roe, 1985; Mithaug, Horinchi. & Fanning, 1985). In addition, 
preliminary research suggests that many LKAs have not expanded their 
programs for handicapped students to include a post secondary focu, 
Bellamy & Wilcox (1981), for example, found that many secondary LEAs focus 
on the academic performance of their special education students, not on 
training for employment oi independent living. In fact, we know little 
about the availability of traditional vocational preparation for 
handicapped students and almost nothing about the availability of 
transitional programs to assist handicapped students in locating jobs and 
in learning to live on their own. 

To provide baselirie data for national policymakers and for state 
agencies planning to conduct their own studies of transition, and to 
determine the availability ol traditional and nont radi t iona I preparatory 

programs for secoidary-j evel handicapped students, SRI International 

1 

undertook a survey to collect data ou LKA characteristics suggested in 
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The author was working at SRI 1 n t ernal iorja I when the survey was 
designed; he completed the analyses after moving to Penn St.ate. Data 
collection, which was carried out by Chilton Research Services under 
subcontract with SRI, was done independently of SRTs contract with the 
U. S. Department of Education (No. 300-84-0258) to design a longitudinal 
study to follow handicapped students in their transition to adulthood. 
The analysis of these data was suppoi ted by U. S. Oe^partment of Education 
Grant No G008630138 
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previous studies of special education (e.g.. Wright e^ a 1 . . 1982; Edgar et 
ai^. 1984; Hasazi et al . , 1985; Mithaug et al . , 1985) as being associated 
with good secondary and transitional programs. This report presents the 
methods and reports the findings of this survey. 
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II SURVEY DESIGN 



As described in detail in J. Fairwealher, 1985a, SRI project staff 
created a sampling frame or master list of secondary LEAs (i.e., districts 
offering instruction in at least grade 7) by combining information from 
several sources. We started with the most current data available, the 
public school universe maintained by Quality Education Data (QED) based on 
the 1983-84 school year, as updated in the summer of 1983. These data 
were supplemented by data tapes from the NCES (1980 81 and 1981-82) and by 
telephone calls to individual states and districts. Jn general, we 
included an LEA on the master list if the district was (a) on all data 
tapes or (b) on at least one data tape and was verified by a telephone 
call to the relevant State Education Agency or LEA. The result was an 
estimated list of 13,975 secondary- level LEAs. This estimated universe 
was revised to 13,180 during the survey when we discovered that several of 
the sampled LEAs no longer offered secondary-level instruction (see 
P* 14), 

Stratification 

To increesr the precision of estimates by eliminating between-st rata 
variance and to ensure that the sample accounted for both district 
characteristics, such as enrollment, and the relationship between 
districts and number of students served, as measured by the percentage of 
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secondary students accounted for by districts, we stratified the sample on 
geouraphic region, size of district (enrol lmc?nt ) , and district/community 
wealth. 

Geographic Region 

Regions vary in a manner likely to affect the way schools operate, 
including amount of financial support, how schools and school districts 
are organized, and the character of public concerns. To control for these 
differences, we divided LEAs into four geographic regions --Northeast . 
Southeast, Central, and West/Soutliwest- based on the regional 
classification scheme adopted by the Department of Commerce, the Bureau of 
Economic Analysis, and the National Assessment of Educational Progress. 

Size ol District (Enrollment) 

Many important organizational and contextual school district 
characteristics likely to be associated with special education programs 
are associated with size or pupil enrollment. These include 
administrative/support capacity, specialization of administrative 
structure, and relationships with state and federal agencies. Based on a 
modified NCES classification scheme, we broke LEAs into five size strata: 
Very Large (enrollment 25,00C or greater). Large {10»000 to 24,999), 
Medium (2.500 to 9,99'^), Small (600 to 2,499). and Very Small (less than 
600) . 
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District/Commun ity Wealth 



To control for differences in district and especially community 
wealth, which might be related to the programs and services available to 
handicapped youth, we used the ratio of students receiving Title I funds 
to the total student population in an LEA. This index estimates the 
percentage of youth in an LEA below the poverty level. For 
stratification, the indey was broken into four categories of 
district/community wealth: ^.igh (0 to 4% disadvantaged youth). Medium 
(5 to 9%), Low (10 to 19\), and Very Low (20% anu over). 

Stratified Universe 

The estimateJ distribution of LEAs and the proportion of secondary 
stud^^nts accounted for by all strata are displayed in Table 1. 

Solecting the Sample 

Based upon a sampling strategy used successfully in the national study 
of school district operations under the Chapter 2 block grant (see Knapp & 
Blakely, 1985), we opted for a selecting sawple of 1.600 LEAs 
(approximately 11% of the secondary LEA population). This sample was 
sufficient to provide estimates accurate to + 1.5 percentage points 
(p^.05. assuming an 85% response rate). 
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Table 1 

List of Secondary School Districts by Region, Enrollment Size, and District Wealth 



Northeast 



Southeast 



Central 



West/Southwest 



00 



District Wealth 



District Wealth 



District Wealth 



District Wealth 



Enrol la#nt ^lie 


0-4 


5-9 


10-19 




Total 
Region 


0-4 


5-9 


10-19 


20» 


Total 

Region 


0-4 


5-9 


10-19 


20» 


Total 
Region 


0-4 


5-9 


10-19 


20» 


Total 

Region 


Total* 


VERY 


N 


2 


3 


6 


4 


15 


1 


7 


29 


26 


63 


3 


6 


14 


2 


25 


7 


18 


27 


8 


60 


163 


LARGt 


1 LEAS 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.1 


0.0 


0.1 


0.2 


0.2 


O.S 


0.0 


0.0 


0.1 


0.0 


0.2 


0.1 


0.1 


0.2 


0.1 


0.5 


1.2 


2S,000^ I secondary 
students** 


0.5 


0.5 


1.0 


3.0 


5.0 


0.3 


0.8 


4.4 


2.S 


8.4 


0.2 


O.S 


3.0 


0.3 


4.1 


0.7 


2.3 


5.0 


0.9 


8.8 


26.3 


LARGE 


N 


20 


21 


22 


7 


70 


1 


6 


53 


64 


124 


38 


38 


18 


1 


95 


22 


64 


61 


23 


170 


459 


10,000- 


I LEAS 


0.2 


0.2 


0.2 


0.1 


0.5 


0.0 


0.0 


0.4 


0.5 


0.9 


0.3 


0.3 


0.1 


0.0 


0.7 


0.2 


0.5 


0.5 


0.2 


1.3 


3.5 


24,999 


I secondary 
students 


0.6 


0.8 


0.8 


0.3 


2.5 


0.0 


0.2 


2.0 


2.5 


4.7 


1.3 


1.4 


0.7 


0.0 


3.6 


0.9 


2.7 


2.6 


0.9 


7.1 


17. a 


nLUlUn 


n 


343 


288 


170 


21 


822 


10 


11 


157 


535 


7^3 


325 


326 


153 


21 


825 


78 


16S 


207 


128 


57B 


2936 


L , 9Uw— 




2.6 


2.2 


1.3 


0.2 


6.2 


0.1 


0.1 


1.2 


4.1 


b 


2.5 


2.S 


1.2 


0.2 


6.3 


0.6 


1.3 


1.6 


1.0 


4.4 


22.3 


9,999 


1 secondary 
students 


4.0 


3.2 


1.9 


0.3 


9.4 


0.1 


0.1 


2.2 


6.7 


9.1 


4.0 


3.7 


1.5 


0.2 


9.4 


1.2 


2.3 


2.6 


1.4 


7.5 


35.4 


SHALL 


N 


364 


400 


315 


44 


1123 


22 


9 


69 


481 


b81 


432 


691 


849 


232 


2204 


104 


191 


390 


487 


1172 


5080 


600- 


I LEAs 


2.8 


3.0 


2.4 


0.3 


8.5 


0.2 


0.1 


0.5 


3.5 


4.4 


3.3 


5.2 


6.4 


1.8 


16.7 


0.8 


1.4 


3.0 


3.7 


8.9 


38.5 


2.499 


1 secondary 
students 


1.4 


1.6 


1.1 


0.1 


4.3 


0.1 


0.0 


0.3 


1.9 


2.2 


1.4 


2.4 


2.6 


0.6 


7.1 


0.3 


0.6 


1.3 


1.5 


3.7 


17.3 


VERY 


N 


240 


74 


99 


31 


444 


87 


2 


8 


120 


217 


615 


283 


561 


446 


1905 


1323 


94 


178 


379 


1974 


4540 


SHALL 


I LEAs 


1.8 


0.6 


0.8 


0.2 


3.4 


0.7 


0.0 


0.1 


0.9 


1.6 


4.7 


2.1 


4.3 


3.4 


14.5 


10.0 


0.7 


1.4 


2.9 


15.0 


34.4 


0-599 


I secondary 
students 


0.1 


0.1 


0.1 


0.0 


0.3 


0.1 


0.0 


n.o 


0.1 


0.2 


0.3 


0.2 


0.5 


0.4 


1.4 


0.6 


0.1 


0.2 


0.4 


1.2 


3.1 


TOTALS 


N 


969 


786 


612 


107 


2474 


121 


35 


316 


1226 


1698 


< u^ 


1J44 


1595 


702 


5054 


1534 


532 


863 


102'. 


3954 


131 BO 




I LEAs 


7.4 


6.0 


4.6 


0.8 


18.8 


0.9 


0.3 


2.4 


9.3 


12.9 


10.; 


10.2 


12.1 


5.3 


38.3 


11.6 


4.0 


6.5 


7.8 


30.0 


100.0 




I secondary 


6.0 


6.1 


5.0 


3.8 


21.5 


0.6 


1.2 


8.8 


14.1 


24.6 


7.2 


8.3 


8.4 


1.6 


25.6 


3.6 


8.0 


11.6 


5.0 


28.3 


lUO.O 



Students 



*Uslng me reiu^t: cf tN« »urvey of 1600 LEAs (and the 1450 respondents to that survey), the estimated total number of LEAs offering grades 7 or higher Is 
based on eliminating the proportion of LEAs in each stratum found not to have grades or higher. The estimate does not include an adJusUnent for 
nonresponse* 



**Estfm«ted. 



o 15 
14 



Next, wo allocated sitos to strata so that (a) a certainty stratum of 
the 163 very large districts with student enrollments greater than 25, 000 » 
which accounted for approximately 25^ of all secondary students, was 
created; (b) a majority of the large districts, with enrollments between 
10,000 and 25,00C. were included; and (c) the remaining sample sites were 
distributed amonr ^♦her strata in approximate proportion to the number of 
students contai"^-* :n each. We then selected a stratified random sample 
based on tliis ..Men 

Weighting 

Because sites have an unequal probability of being selected into the 
sample depending on the stratum within which they fall, sites were 
weighted by the inverse of the sampling fraction to permit estimation of 
population parameters. 

Survey Instrument 

The survey instrument was designed to gather information about 
Secondary LEA characteristics relevant to the study of handicapped 
students in transition to adulthood. The interview focused on five areas: 
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(a) the types of disabilities served by an LEA; (b) the number of 

2 

secondary aged handicapped youtii by Cdtenory ; (c) the luUure of the 
education agency responsible for providing services to handicapped youth; 
(d) the richness or paucity of school resources, i.e.. special education 
and related services provided or arranged by the LEA; and (e) the richness 
or paucity of external or community resources, especially those concerned 
with adult services and employment opportunities for handicapped 
individuals . 

Regarding special education programs and services specifically, data 
were gathered on four traditional in school preparatory programs: 
vocational education, counseling, occupational and/or physical therapy, 
and whether the local Vocational Rehabilitation (VR) agency assigned a 
staff member to the LEA. Data were also obtained on two nontradi tional 
transition-related programs for special education students: (a) the LEA 
had a staff member whose primary function was to help special education 
students find jobs and (b) the LEA had a transitional program for special 
education students. 



2 

In a pretest of the instrument . we found that LEAs could say whether 
they served secondary aged students in each of the 11 federal handicapping 
categories but could not provide accurate counts. We then modified the 
Instrument to obtain categorical data on the numbers of handicapped 
students, i.e., less than 10. 11 to 50. 51 to 101, 101 to 500. and more 
than 500. 
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To prepare for the anal, .is, a composite measuring amount of school 
resources was defined on the basis of the availability of school 
vocational programs and placement personnpl, variety of settings for 
serving LD and educable mentally retarded (EMR) students, and existence of 
transitional programs and of occupational and physical therapy services. 
A composite measuring tlie richness of external or community services was 
comprised of several items measuring the proximity and quality of 
community services and employment opportunities for handicapped youth. 

We also created a variable to define how each LEA, in addition to 
providing some services itself, served its handicapped students. "Service 
configurations" were defined as: (a) "Up," where some handicapped youth 
were served in the county office or special education district, but not in 
neighboring districts; (b) "across," where some handicapped youth were 
served in neighboring districts but not in county offices or special 
education cooperatives; (c) "up and across," where some handicapped youth 
were served in county offices or special educ.cion districts and in 
neighboring districts; (d) "out," where some handicapped youth were served 
in private day or residential schools, state-supported schools, or other 
institutions, but not in superordinate units or in neighboring LEAs; and 
(e) "in house," where all handicapped students were served within the 
district . 

Data Collection 

At SRI's request. Chilton Researcli Services conducted a telephone 
survey of chief academic officers responsible for special education in the 
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1,600 sample LEAs. During the survey, we discovered that 47 LEAs 
classified by QED and NCES as offering secondary- level instruction no 
longer did so, and that 4 LEAs had merged with other districts and were no 
longer distinct entities. Subtracting thvae 51 LFAs from tlie sample of 
1,600 (i.e., they were not part of the universe under study), we were left 
with a sample of 1,549 LKAs. Of these. 1,450 responded and 99 either 
refused to participate or were not reached: the response rate was 93.6%. 
The distribution of survey respondents is shown in Table 2. 

To ascertain whether the respondents adequately represented the 
population of secondary LEAs. we selected three vfiriables to compare the 
"fit" between the respondent LEAs and the population: (a) the percentage 
of minority students, (b) metropolitan status (urban, suburban, rural), 
and (c) grade distribution (K-8, K-12, secondary only, and other). 
Table 3 suggests that the respondents are representative of the population 
on these characteristics, and that we can have confidence in using the 
weighted responses from the 1,450 respondents to make national estimates 
about secondary LEA special education programs and resources. 

Analytical Procedures 

Descriptive statistics were calculated using weighted data to make 
national estimates about LEAs serving secondary-aged handicapped 
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Table 2 

Survey Respondents 



Northeast 



Southeast 



Central 



West/Southwest 



Enrollment Stie 

VERY Sample N 

LARGE Pop. M 

2S.OOO^ % LEAs 

t Sec. Sts. 

Sampl 1 ng 
Fraction 



District 


Wealth 




Total 


0-4 S-9 


10-19 


2(>» 


Region 


1 3 


4 


3 


11 


2 3 


6 


4 


15 


0.0 0 0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.1 


0.2 0.5 


0.8 


2.9 


4.5 
1:1.4 



District Wealth 
0-4 5-9 10-19 



1 
1 

0.0 
0.3 



7 
7 

0.1 
0.8 



28 
29 
0.2 
4.2 



26 
26 
0.2 
2.9 



Total 
Region 

62 

63 

0.5 

B.3 

1:1 



0-4 
2 
3 

0.0 
0.2 



District Wealth 
5-9 10-19 



District Wealth 



4 

6 

0.0 
0.3 



12 
14 
0.1 
2.4 



20» 
2 
2 

0.0 
0.3 



Total 

Region 

20 
25 
0.2 
3.2 
1:1.3 



0-4 

6 
7 

0.0 
0.6 



S-9 10-19 
17 



18 
0.1 
2.2 



24 

27 
0.2 
4.8 



20* 
7 
8 
0.1 
0.8 



Total 

Region 

54 

60 
0.4 
8.3 
1:1.1 



LARGE Sample N 

10.000- Pop. N 

24,999 X LEAs 

X Sec. Sts. 

Sampling 
fraction 



9 


10 


11 


3 


33 


1 


4 


25 


27 


57 


16 


18 


9 


1 


44 


11 


28 


20 


21 


22 


7 


70 


1 


6 


53 


64 


124 


38 


38 


18 


1 


95 


22 


64 


0.1 


0.1 


0.1 


0.0 


0.3 


0.0 


0.0 


0.2 


0.2 


0.4 


0.1 


0.1 


0.1 


0.0 


0.3 


0.1 


0.2 


0.3 


0.4 


0.4 


0.1 


1.2 


0.0 


0.2 


1.0 


1.1 


2.2 


0.5 


0.7 


0.3 


0.0 


1.6 


0.5 


1.2 










1:2.1 










1:2.2 










1:2.2 







27 
61 
0.2 
1.2 



12 
23 
0.1 
0.4 



78 
170 
0.6 
3.3 
1:2.2 



HEDim 
2,500- 
9,999 



Sample N 

Pop. U 

X LEAs 

X Sec. Sts. 

Sampl ing 
Fraction 



61 


52 


32 


6 


151 


4 


4 


29 


105 


142 


60 


60 


28 


4 


152 


14 


30 


36 


21 


343 


288 


170 


21 


822 


10 


11 


157 


535 


713 


325 


326 


153 


21 


825 


78 


165 


207 


128 


0.5 


0.4 


0.2 


0.0 


1.1 


0.0 


0.0 


0.2 


0.8 


1.1 


0.5 


0.5 


0.2 


0.0 


1.2 


0.1 


0.2 


0.3 


0.2 


0.7 


0.5 


0.3 


0.1 


1.6 
1:5.4 


0.0 


0.1 


0.4 


1.3 


1.8 

1:5 


0.8 


0.7 


0.3 


0.0 


1.8 
1:5.4 


0.2 


0.4 


0.4 


0.3 



101 
578 
0.8 
1.3 
1:5.7 



SHALL 

600- 

2,499 



N 

Pop N 

X LEAs 

X Sec. Sts. 

Sampling 
Fraction 



25 
364 
0.2 
0.1 



23 


17 


6 


400 


315 


44 


0.2 


0.1 


0.0 


0.1 


0.1 


0.0 


5 


8 


7 


74 


99 


31 


0.0 


0.1 


0.1 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 



71 
1123 
0.5 
0.3 
1:15.8 



5 


3 


8 


33 


22 


9 


69 


481 


0.0 


0.0 


0.1 


0.3 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.1 


8 


1 


2 


7 


87 


2 


8 


120 


0.1 


0.0 


0.0 


0.1 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 



49 

581 
0.4 
0.2 
1:11.9 



26 


43 


52 


19 


432 


691 


849 


232 


0.2 


0.3 


0.4 


0.1 


0.1 


0.1 


0.2 


0.1 



140 
2204 
1.1 
0.5 
1:15.7 



8 


15 


24 


31 


104 


191 


390 


487 


0.1 


0.1 


0.2 


0.2 


0.0 


0.0 


0.1 


0.1 



78 
1172 
0.6 
0.2 
1:15 



Total 
147 
163 
1.1 
24.2 

1:1.1 



212 
459 
1.6 
8.3 
1:2.2 



546 
2938 
4.1 
6.5 
1:5.4 



338 
5080 
2.6 
1.1 
1:15 



18 


75 














446 


1905 


1323 


94 


178 


379 


1974 


4540 


0.1 


0.6 


0.4 


0.1 


0.0 


0.1 


0.6 


1.6 


0.0 


0.1 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.1 


0.1 




1:25.4 










1:23.5 


1:21.9 



VERY 

SMALL 

0-599 



N 

Pop. N 

X LEAs 

X Sec. Sts. 

Sampling 
Fraction 



10 
240 
0.1 
0.0 



30 
414 
0.2 
0.0 
1:14.8 



18; 
217 
0.1 
0.0 
1:12.1 



24 

615 
0.2 
0.0 



11 
283 
0.1 
0.0 



22 
561 
0.2 
0.0 




nrv table continues 

20 21 



Northeast 



Southeast 



West/Southwest 



Enrollment Size 



TOTALS 



N 

Pop. H 

1 LEAS 

1 Sec. Sis. 

Sampl ing 
Fraction 



0-4_ 
106 
969 
0.8 
1.4 



District Wealth 
5-9 10-19 



93 
786 
0.7 
1.5 



72 
612 
0.5 
1.6 



20» 
25 
107 
0.2 
3.1 



Total 
Region 

296 

2474 

2.2 

7.6 

1:B.4 



0>>4 
19 
121 
0.1 
0.4 



District Wealth 
5-9 10-19 



19 
35 
0.1 
1.0 



92 
316 
0.7 
5.6 



20» 
190 
1226 
1.5 
5.4 



Total 
Region 

328 
1698 

2.5 
12.5 
1:5.2 



District Wealth 






District Wealth 










Total 










Total 


0-4 5-9 10-19 


20» 


R'^gion 


0-4 


5-9 


10-19 




Reg 1 on 


128 136 123 


44 


431 


93 


96 


116 


66 


395 


1413 1344 1595 


702 


5054 


1534 


532 


663 


102S 


3954 


1.0 1.0 0.9 


0.3 


3.3 


0.7 


0.7 


0.9 


0.7 


3.0 


1.6 1.8 3.2 


0.5 


7.1 


1.3 


3.9 


6.5 


1.6 


13.2 






1:11.7 










1:10 



Total 
1450 

13180 
11.0 
40.3 

1:9.1 
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Table 3 

Comparison of Population and Survey Respondents 



Percent Minority 



Veiohted Samole 


Percentaoe 


Low ( 10:} 


76.8 


Medium (11-33:) 


12.4 


High ( 335) 


10.7 


Pooulatlon 




Low 


77.7 


Medium 


12.3 


High 


10.0 



Metropolitan Status 

Weighted Samole Percentage of LEAs 

Urban 2,4 

Rural 63.5 

Suburban 34.0 
Population 

Urban 2.3 

Rural 63. S 

Suburban 33.9 



Grade Distribution 



Weichted San:ole 


Percentaoe 


K . 0 


14.2 


K . 12 


82.1 


Secondary only 


3.7 


Other 


0.0 


Pooulation 




K - 8 


16.5 


K . 12 


7C.9 


Secondary only 


4.4 


Other 


0.1 



students, Crosstabulation analyses were performed lo compare these 

results by size of district, geographic region, and district/community 
3 

wealth . 

In addition, an LEA typology based on the number and type of 

traditional and no!itradit ional vocation-related programs offered then was 

developed and crosstabulation analyses used to compare the distinct 

programmatic groups by size of district, geographic region, and 

district/community wealth. Finally, a discriminant function analysis was 

4 

used to examine differences between programmatic groups. 



3 ^ 

Crosstabulation results were analyzed by ^ (chi square) statistics: 
all results described in the text are significant at p^.OOOl. Because 
the Stat istlc is influenced by sample size, relatively minor 
associations can achieve statistical significance when samples are large. 
To avoid attributing importance to these trivial associations, 
relationships described in the text also had to meet a criterion of 
"meaningf ulness*' : ri |.2o)(foi- continuous or ordinal variables) and 
V (Cramer's V)>^ .20 (for categorical variables) (Affifi & Azin, 1979). 
4 

Relationships between variables significant at p^ .01 (corrected ^or 
the number of statistical ^ests; see Westermann & Hager, 1986) and 
accounting for a partial R of at least .01 (see Kerlinger & Pedhaznr. 
1982) were included in the discriminant functions. 

16 
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Ill RESULTS 



Type of Disability Served 

As shown in Table 4, the typical secondary LEA serves youth in about 6 
of the *1 federal handicapping categories. Almost all secondary LEAs 
serve youth learning disabilities (LU) and more than 3/4 serve mentally 
retarded (MR) students, youth with speech impairments, and emotionally 
disturbed/behavioral disorder (ED/BD) youth. Approximately 1/2 of 
secondary LFAs have and serve the students with the following 
disabilities: ort hopedically impaired, hard of hearintt, multiply 
handicapped, and other health impaired (OHI). For deaf students and for 
blind students, the proportion of secondary LEAs providing services 
declines to between 1/3 and 1/2, and only about 13^ have and serve 
deaf-blind students. 

Size of District 

Most LEAs (between 80% and 90%), except for the very small (only about 
1/2 to 2/3), have and serve handicapped youth in the higher frequency 
categories- -MR, ED/BD, and speech impaired. For six lower frequency 
categories--orthopedical ly impaired, hard of hearing, deaf, blind, 
multiply handicapped, and OHI -the percentage of LEAs having and serving 
handicapped students varies directly by size, with the highest percentage 
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Table 4 



Oi sabilities Served by LEAs Natiojiwulc^ 



Variable 



estimated Population Estimated SD of 



Disabilities Served by LEA 
Learning di sal)1ed 
Mentally retarded 
Speech impaired 
Orthopedically impaired 
Ciiiotionany handicapped 
Hard of hearing 
Deaf 

Visuallv handicapped/blind 
Deaf-blind 
Mul ti-handicapped 
Other health impaired 
Number of disabilities served 



Mean (M) 

0.975 

0.046 

0.039 

0.542 

0.7.2 

0.545 

0.364 

0.430 

0.133 

0.510 

0.475 

6.360 



the Estimate 

0.006 

0.012 

0.013 

0.015 

0.014 

0.014 

0.013 

0.014 

0.005 

0.014 

0.014 

0.074 



Coefficient 
of Variation 

0.006 

0.014 

0.015 

0.020 

0.019 

0.026 

0.036 

0.032 

0.060 

0.027 

0.029 

0.012 



^The estimated population means and variances are derived from weighted survey data. 

?7 



in the very large category (94% to 100%), a more modest percentage in the 
large and medium-sized districts (64% to 95%). and a signif i^^antly smaller 
percentage in the small and very small-sized districts (14% to 57%). Only 
very large districts are likely to have or serve deaf-blind students 
(aboul 60%); lesi; than 1/3 of even the large LEAs provide services for 
these youth. 

Regarding number of diabilities served, a majority of the very large 
and large-sized LEAs (about 90% and 67%, respectively) have and serve 
youth in at least 10 of the 11 federal handicapping conditions; medium, 
small, and very small LEAs are much less likely to serve this 
comprehensive range of special education students (39%, 14%, and 4%» 
respectively K In fact almost 1/2 of the very small LEL^ nationwide have 
and serve youth in only three or fewer of the federal handicapping 
categories. 

Region 

As expected, type of disability does not vary significantly by region. 
DJstr Ict/Communl tv Wealth 

In general, a higher percentage of LEAs located in higher wealth 
communities serve youth with more types of disabilities than do LEAs in 
lower wealth communities, although meaningful differences do not exist for 
individual handicapping conditions. 
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Number of Secondary Handicapped Students Served 



As shown in Table 5, more than 1/2 ot all LKAs serve fewer than 50 
secondary handicapped students; only about 3% serve more than 500 ol these 
students. As expected, size of district is highly positively correlated 
with number of secondary handicapped students served (r ^ .78). Although 
these results are generally consistent with national enrollment patterns 
(see J. Fairweather, 1985b), they imply that the burden for serving 
handicapped students may be somewhat disproportionately placed on larger 
LEAs . 

Other Agencies and LEA Service Configurations 

As shown in Table 6, in addition to providing some services locally 
about 2/3 of all secondary LEAs send some of their handicapped students to 
a superordinate unit, namely a county agency or special education 
district. More than 1/2 collaborate with neighboring LEAs. and between 
1/3 and 1/2 send some of their* handicapped students to state -supported 
institutions, private day or residential schools, or developmental 
disability/mental health centers. 

As for service configurations, the majority of LEAs either serve some 
handicapped students in both a superordinate unit and neighboring LEAs (up 
and across) or ;5erve some handicapped students in the county office or 
special education district but not in a neighboring LEA (up); about 35% 
and 28%, respectively. Approximately 15% send students to a neighboring 
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Table 5 



Number of Secondary Handicapped Students 

Sored in LEAs Nationwide 
Variable Estimated Population Estimated SD of 

Mean (M) the Estimate 



Coefficient 
of Variation 



Under 10 

11-50 

51-100 

101-500 

More than 500 



0.180 
0.369 
0.151 
0.186 
0.034 



0.012 
0.015 
0.010 
0.008 
0.002 



0.064 
0.041 
0.066 
0.043 
0.059 
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Table 6 



the Estimate 



0.656 
0.511 
0.47U 



Service Configurations in Laas Nationwide 

Variable estimated Populat ion Estimated SD of 

Henn (M) 

Association with other service 
agencies 

County office/special 
education district 
Neighboring LEA 
State supported schools 
Private day/residential schools 0.330 
Developmental disabilities/ 

mental health centers 
Other agency 
LEA Service Configurations 
Up 

Across 

Up and Across 
Out 

In house 



0.334 
0.197 

0.200 
0.155 
0.352 
0.150 
0.063 



0.014 
0.015 
0.015 
0.013 

0.013 
0.012 

•0.014 
0.011 
0.015 
0.011 
0.000 



Coefficient 
of Variation 



0.021 
0.020 
0.031 
0.030 

0.039 
0.061 

0.050 
0.071 
0.043 
0.073 
0.127 
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LEA but not to a superordinate unit (across) or to external institutions 
(out). Only about 6% claim self-sufficiency in providing services to 
handicapped students (in house). LEAs in this latter category typically 
serve fewer special education students mu\ fewer types of disabilities 
than LEAs in other servi-e configurations. 

These results strongly suggest that almost all secondary LEAs 
collaborate to some degree with other agencaej; or LEAs to provide some 
services to handicapped students. The patterns of support vary 
considerably, however, and the extent of cooperation for each child 
receiving services is unknown. 

Size of District 

Although smaller KAs are more likely than larger ones to work with 
county offices or special education districts (70^ versus 45% of the 
larger LEAs), a substantial percentage of smaller LEAs (almost 1/3) do not 
belong to a special education cooperative. On the other hand, larger LEAs 
are much more likely to work with state- supported schools and other 
external agencies. It seems that smaller districts, having fewer youth 
with low frequency di' abilities and fewer resources to deal with them, 
find it easier to let a superordinate unit locate services for these 
youth, whereas larger LEAs have larger numbers of students in lower 
frequency handicapping categories and must locate services directly, such 
as by developing contacts with state-supported schools. 
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R egion 



Consistent with historical patterns, which show a hij^her percentage of 
private schools for handicapped children in the Northeast, LEAs in the 
Northeast are much more likf»Iy to use private day or residential services 
to provide services for secondary-aged handicapped youth than LEAs in any 
other region. 

District/Community Wealth 

District/community wealth is not related to LEA service 
conf igurations . 

School Resources 

More than 1/2 of all LEAs provide some traditional vocation-related 
programs and services for secondary handicapped students (see Table 7). 
By program. 52.3^ of LEAs have a VR staff member assigned to the LEA, 
57.1^ provide occupational and/or physical therapy for special education 
students. 71.9% have some or almost all of their secondary special 
education students enrolled in vocational education, and 86.0% arrange 
counseling for handicapped students. In contrast, less than 1/2 of all 
LEAs offer at least one nontraditional transition-related program for 
secondary-level handicapped students; about 1/3 say they have a staff 
member whose main function is to assist handicapped students find Jobs and 
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Table 7 



School Resources for Secondary 
Handicapncd Students in LCAs Nationwide 

Variable Estimated Population 

Moan (M) 

LO instruction 

Regular classrooms 0.000 
Special education classes/ 

resource rooms 0.902 

Separate schools 0.110 

Residential schools 0.097 

Other 0.107 
EMR instruction 

Regular classrooms 0.720 
Special education classes/ 

resource rooms 0.925 

Separate schools 0.139 
EMR instruction 

Residential schools 0.001 

^ Other 0-132 

ERIC 



Estimated SD of Coefficient 
the Estimate of Variation 



0.010 

0.005 
0.010 
0.009 
0.009 

0.015 

0.010 
0.010 



0.011 

0.005 
0.091 
0.093 
0.004 

0.021 

0.011 
0.072 



0.000 
0.011 

34 



0.095 
0.003 
(table continues) 



Variable Estimated Population Estimated SD of Coefficient 

Mean (M) the Estimate of Variation 



cn 



School Resources 

Low 0.420 0.015 0.036 

Medium 0.377 0.014 0.C37 

High 0.203 0.011 0.054 

§ handicapped students 2.067 '.025 0.012 
participating in vocational 
education^ 

LEA has staff member whose main 0.365 0.014 0.038 
job is locating jobs for 
special ed. students 

LEA arranges for counseling 0.860 0.011 0.013 

LEA provides occupational/ 0.571 0.015 0.026 
physical therapy 

Vocational rehabilitation 0.523 0.016 0.031 

agency assigns staff to LEA 

LEA has transition program 0.446 0.015 0.034 

for special ed. students 
'^Broken down by category: 26. B% very few, 38.5% some, 33.4% almost all. 
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about 45% claim they have a trdnsitlonal program. Overall, using the 
compos ile school resources variable described previously we find that 42% 
of LEAS nationwide score low, 37.8% offer a moderate amount of schooj 
resources, and 20.3% score high. 

Although the content, quality, and effectiveness of these programs in 
unknown, it is encouraging to find that vocation-related and, a lesser 
degree, transitional programs are recognized and dealt with at some level 
by many secondary LEAs . Clearly, i.owever, the empliasis to date is more on 
the more traditional in-school programs than on newer programs aimed at 
life after school . 

Size of District 

For traditional programs, size of district is not related to LEAs 
having a VR staff member assigned to them or to LEAs having counseling 
programs for secondary level handicapped students; about 1/2 to 2/3 of 
LEAs in each enrollment category offer the former and almost all LEAs 
offer the latter. Very small districts, however, are much less likely 
than all others to have some or almost all of their secondary-level 
handicapped students enrolled in vocational education (51% versus 80.6% to 
96.5% in the other four enrollment categories). Even more striking, 
larger LEAs are much more likely than smaller ones to offer occupational 
and/or physical therapy to special education students, ranging in 
descending order from a high of 98.6% of very large LEAs offering these 
services to a low of 35.2% of the very small (r ^ .35). 
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For nontraditional programs, larger LEAs are more likely than smaller 
ones to have a staff member to assist special education students find jobs 
dnd to have a transitional program (an average of between 55% and 60% for 
larger LEAs versus an average of between 30% and 40% for smaller LKAs ) . 

In general, the number of disabled students served, which is strongly 
positively related with the size of the district (r - .78). is positively 
related with school resources (r = .39). Perhaps the smaller LEAs lack 
sufficient numbers of handicapped students to warrant investing in these 
job-related services, although the question remains whether this lack of 
service adversely affects handicapped students in smaller districts. 

Region 

Regions do not vary meaningfully on school resources. 
District/Community Wealth 

District/community wealth does not seem to affect school resources 
meaningfully. 

External Resources 

As shown in Table 8, about 1/2 of all secondary LEAs rate the 
community services (e.g., VR facilities, sheltered workshops) available to 
handicapped youth as either excellent or good; only about 1/3, however. 
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Table 8 

External Resources for Handicapped Youth 

Variable Estimated Population Estimated SD of Coefficient 

Mean (M) the Estimate of Variation 

External /community services for 

the handicapped' 1.860 0.024 0.013 

Rating of community services for 

the handicapped'^ 2.460 0.030 0.012 

Rating of employment opportunities 

for the handicapped'^ 2.954 0.028 0.009 



^Broken down by category: 39.3% low, 35.7% medium, 25.0% high, 
''where l=excellent, 2=good, 3=fair, and 4=poor. 
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rate employment opportunities for these youth as highly. Overall, the 
previously described composite indicator shows that 39.3% of secondary 
LEAs rate their communities "low" on external services, while the majority 
rate them either "moderate" (35.7%) or "high" (25.0%). 

Unlike school resources, however, the availability of external 
resources is not strongly related with the number of handicapped students 
served by an LEA (r - .09); i.e., a handicapped student going to school in 
a larger LEA does not necessarily have greater opportunities for jobs and 
services after graduation than a special education student exiting a 
smaller LEA. On the other hand, LEAs In higher wealth communities tend to 
rate their community services for handicapped youth substantially higher 
than do their less wealthy counterparts (62% versus an average of about 
41%), These findings should caution us about assuming the effectiveness 
of any transitional program, including those offered by larger LEAs, if 
the major focus is on in-school activities and school resources; 
successful transition may be problematic without an effort to improve the 
employment opportunities available in the community. 

Typology of Programs and Services Offered by LEAs 

To examine in-school vocational and transitional programs and services 
more closely, patterns of programmatic offerings were examined. Five 
combinations of traditional and nontraditional vocation- related programs 
offered by LEAs were evident: (a) Group 1 offers two or fewer out of the 
four traditional programs and none of the nontraditional ones (24.9^ of 



ERLC 



30 



3S 



all LEAs); (b) Group 2 offers at least three out of (lie four traditional 
programs but none of the nontraditional ones (16.4% of LKAs); (c) Group 3 
offers two or fewer traditional programs and at least one of the 
nontraditional ones (18.6% of LEAs); (d) Group 4 offers at least three 
traditional programs and one nontraditional one (22.8% of LEAs); and 
(e) Group 5 offers at least three of the four traditional programs and 
both of the nontradl tonal ones (17.3% of LEAs). The remaining analyses 
focus on the degree to which these postulated groups differ on demographic 
and programmatic characteristics. 

Crosstabulation Analyses 

The five postulated group differ significantly by size of district. 
Group 1 has the highest percentage of small and very small districts 
(20.7% and 43.1%. respectively), whereas Group 5 has most of the large and 
very large LEAs (about 1/2 of each). Groups 2 and 3 are similar to each 
other, each having about 10% to 20% of LEAs in each enrollment category. 
Group 4 has a higher percentage of the larger LEAs than all except 
Group 5. 

In general, programmatic groups do not vary by district/community 
wealth, the lone exception being Group 5. which has a higher percentage of 
high wealth districts than do the other groups. Geographic region is not 
related to programmatic group. 
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Discriminant Function Analysis 



Several independent variables were selected to compare group 

differences in a discriminant function analysis, including enrollment, 

number of disabilities served, number of teachers. k*umber of secondary 

handicapped students, district/community wealth, percent minority, 

metropolitan status (rural or nonrural) , categorical funds per pupil, 

instructional dollars per pupil, LD and EMR youth provided instruction in 

regular classrooms, and degree of external resources available for 

handicapped youth (see Table 9 for the distributions of these variables). 

A principal components analysis was carried out to combine highly 

correlated variables into composites; nine composite variables were 

retciined for subsequent analyses. The first composite combines the four 

size-related indicators (enrollment, number of teachers, number of 

secondary hanrilcapped students, and number of disabilities served) into a 

single \arlable (hereafter called "size of district") and the remaining 

5 

composites; each describe one of the other aforementioned variables. 
Table 10 shows the correlations between the program variables and these 
composite variables. 



5 

Principal component scores, which are standardized Vt^riobles (with 
means of 0 and standard deviations of 1) derived from the principal 
components solution, were created and used in subsequent analyses. An 
oblique rotation was used to create a new set of independent variables, 
thus reducing the problem of multicollinearity ^mong size-related 
predictors (see Hosteler & Tukey, 1977). 
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Table 9 

Means. Standard npwi.tinn. , and Coefficients of Variation for Estimated Population Es t^mo t^s : Independent Variables 



Variable 

District Enrollment* 
f secondary handicapped 

students^ 
I teachp's^ 

i of disabilities served 



Estimated Population 
Mean (H) 

4.004 
2.464 



166.551 
6.360 



Estimated Population 
Standard Deviation (S^ ) 

0.895 
1.127 

461.548 
2.920 



Estimated SD of 
the Estimate M 



0.021 

2.622 
0.074 



Coefficient 
of 

Variation (CV) 



0.009 

0.016 
0.012 



^Broken down by category: 1.2X very large (1). 3.4X large (2), 22.4X medium (3). 39.8X small (4), 33.2X very small (5). 
'^Not relevant for stratification variables. 

Wen down by category: 18.8X less than 10 (1), 36.9X 11 to 50 (2). 15.1X 51 to 100 (3). 18.6X 101 to 500 (4). 3.4X more 
than 500 (5). 

^The relevant statistics for the log^Q transformation, which was used in the analysis, are: M - 1.843, SO - 0.530, 

SO of H . O.OOfi. CV - 0.003. (table continues) 



Variable 



Estimated Population 



Estimated Population 



1.330 


0.661 


0.024 


0.152 


0.631 


0.482 


0.3 0 


0.475 


2.401 


1.148 


5.992 


1.619 


1.435 


0.660 



Estimated SO of 
the Estimate H 

0.016 

0.002 
0.013 
0.013 



0.047 
0.021 



Percentage minority 
Metropolitan Status 
Urban 
Suburban 
Rural 

District/community wealth* 

. . Q 

Expenditures per pupn' 
Categorical funding 
per pupil^ 

Wen down by category: U.bt less than \0t minority students (1), \ZA% 11 to 33X minority students (?). 10.7% greater 
than 33X (3). 

Wen do X by cateyory: 31. OX 0.4X disadvantaged youth (1), 20.6X 5-9X disadvantaged youth (2), 25.5X 10-19X disadvantaged 

youth (3)» 22. ex 20X and over disadvantaged youth (4). 
Wen down by category: O.U less than $15 (1), l.U 515-24 (2), 4.9X $25-34 (3). 15.lt $35-44 (4). 18.1X $45-54 (5). 

19. OX $b5-64 (6), 16. 6X $65-74 (7), 24. 6X $75-149 (3), 0. 5X $150 and over (9). 
Voken down by category: 67.4t less than $5 per pupil (1), 21. 8X $5-10 per pupil (2). 10. 8X more than $10 per 

P"P^^ (table continues) 



Coefficient 

Variation (CV) 
0.012 

0.083 
0.021 
0.038 

b 

0.008 
0.015 
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Variable 



LO instruction in 
regular classrooms 

EMR instruction in 
regular classrooms 



Estimated Population 
Mean (H) 

0.808 
0.720 



Extcrnal/coninunity services 1.057 
for the handicapped^ 



Estimated Population 
Standard Deviation (SD) 

0.315 
0.445 
0.789 



Estimated SD of 
the Estimate H 

0.010 
0.015 
0.024 



Coefficient 

Variation (CV)^ 
0.011 

0.021 

0.013 



^Broken down by category: 39. 3X low (1), 35. 7X medium (2), 25.0X high (3). 
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Table 10 

Correlation Matrix for Composite Variables and De pendent Variables' 

1 Voc. Ed 1 

2 Counseling -.01 1 

3 0:c. Therapy -14 -0^ 1 

4 VR Staff .12 -04 .M 1 

5 Staff to find jobs .18 .07 ..0 .14 1 

6 Transitional program .20 .08 .12 .14 .22 1 

7 Size of district .?5 .01 .40 .15 .31 .16 1 

8 Categorical funding .02 .03 .01 .04 .01 .00 .03 1 

9 Expenditures per pupil .04 .04 .07 -.05 .08 .12 .02 .12 1 

10 LD Mainstreamed .07 .00 .04 .02 -.06 .03 .03 -.08 .01 1 

11 EMR Mainstreamed .13 -.01 .08 .10 .08 .04 .16 -.05 -.00 .34 1 

12 Percent Minority .14 .01 .03 .05 .04 .02 .18 .06 -.12 -.03 .05 1 
13District/Con«,unity .12 .00 -.05 .10 -.06 -.01 .12 .04 -.23 -.09 -.03 .39 1 

Wealth 

14 Rural .01 .03 -.09 .01 -.08 -.07 -.37 -.02 -.12 -.07 .02 -.03 .23 1 

15 External Services .03 .03 .10 .06 .15 .23 .14 -.01 .16 .02 .00 -.07 -.11 -.12 1 



»Thc composite variables were created using an oblique rotation in a principal components analysis. 
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The results, presented in Table 11, show that size of district, 
external services, and to a lesser degree instruct i(>nal dollars per pupil 
and metropolitan status (i.e., rural or nonrural) combine to reveal 
differences between the five programmatic i^roups. Group 1 LEAs » which 
offer two or fewer traditional programs and none of the nontraditional 
ones, typically are much smaller than average, spend below average amounts 
of instructional dollars per pupil, and are more often located in rural 
communities. LEAs in this group aJso are typically located in communities 
that offer less than average external resources and services for 
handicapped youth. 

Group 2, which consists of LEAs that offer at least three of the four 
traditional programs and none of the nontraditional ones, is characterized 
by LEAs of slightly above average size that spend less than average 
instructional dollars per pupil. Districts in this group are about 
equally split between rural and nonrural locations. Similar to Group 1, 
Group 2 LEAs are located in communities with less than average external 
resource for handicapped individuals. 

Group 3 LEAs, which offer two or fewer traditional programs and at 
least one of the nontraditional ones, are generally smaller than average 
but spend higher than average instructional dollars per pupil (second only 
to Group 5). As for Group 2, Group 3 districts are about evenly divided 
between rural and nonrural locations. However, they are more likely than 
all but those in Group 5 to be located in communities with substantial 
external services for handicapped youth. 



37 



ERLC 



49 



Table 11 

Discriminant Analysis for Prog rammatic Groups 
Variables In Discriminant Functions 

Size of District 

External/conmunity services 

Expenditures per pupil 

Rural location 
Group Means on Standardized Composites 



Size of District 
^ External /Community services 



Expenditures per pupil 
Rural location 



Paitial R^ ^ 


E 








.19 


.0001 








.04 


.0001 








.02 


.0001 








.02 


.0001 






Group 1 


Group 2 


Group 3 


Group 4 


Group 5 


-.64 


.14 


-.25 


.27 


.59 


-.30 


-.24 


.15 


.02 


.37 


-.19 


-.17 


.14 


.04 


.17 


.12 


.04 


-.03 


.04 


-.20 



*See Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1982. 
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Not surprisingly, Group 4 LEAs. which offer at least three out of the 
four Iraditional programs and one of the twu nonl radit ioua 1 piograms. are 
second in average size to LKAs in Group 5. LEAs in this group are about 
average in every other respect, including instructional dollars per pupil, 
percentage in rural locations, and external services available to 
handicapped youth. 

Group 5 LEAs. which offer the most comprehensive set of 
avion -related programs for special education students (at least three 
out of the four traditional programs and both nontraditionaJ ones), are 
much larger than average and score highest of all groups on instructional 
dollars per pupil and external services available for handicapped youth. 
Districts in this group are much less likely to be located in rural 
locations . 
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IV DISCUSSION 



Most secondary LEAs share services with other agencies in attempting 
to find appropriate instructional settings for handicapped youth. Very 
few, about 6%, claim to be self-sufficient in providing services, and 
these LEAs have fewer handicapped students. Most often, a secondary LEA 
will work with a superordinate unit (e.g., special education district, 
county office) or a neighboring LA to provide services. A substantial 
percentage also send som of their handicapped youth to state-supported 
schools and other institutions. We do not know, however, how many youth 
are involved in this sharing of services, nor whether the quality of 
services provided is adequate. 

Not surprisingly, enrollment and related factors are strongly 
associated with the extent of lEA services provided to secondary 
handicapped students. A high service LEA, whether measured by number of 
disabilities served or number of secondary handicapped students enrolled, 
is likely to h*^ large, offer the complete range of grades (K-12), be 
located in an urban or suburban community, and have more school 
resources. Especially for the lower frequency handicapping conditions, 
such as deaf or blind, the larger LEAs are more likely to have students 
enrolled and offer services to tht»m. We must wonder, given these 
findings, whether the parents of a handicapped child under the 
jurisdiction of a smaller LEA, especially one not belonging to a special 
education cooperative, are able to obtain services and whether these 
services are adequate. 
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As for school resources, traditional vocation-related programs are 
offered to secondary handicapped students in more than 1/2 of all LEAs. 
More than 70% of all LEAs, as one example, enroll at least some of their 
special education students in vocational education, although once more 
smaller LEAs are much less likely than larger ones to provide this 
service. These results suggest that access to traditional 
vocation-related programs is being provided to many secondary special 
education students, although questions remain about the availability of 
these programs in smaller districts. 

Transition-related programs, which presumably are aimed more directly 
at assisting handicapped students in obtaining employment, preparing for 
postsecondary education, ai»d learning to live on Iheir own, are less 
evident--less than 1/2 of all LEAs offer transitional programs and only 
about 1/3 say they have a stafl member to help handicapped stuH*^nts find 
jobs. Again, larger districts are more likely than smaller ones to 
prcivisi. these services. 

Oiu? question for future research concerns the nature of these 
vocational programs, including whether these traditional programs are 
adapted for special education students' needs and whether traditional 
programs are more or less important to postgraduat ion employment than the 
newer transiton related programs. Relatedly, we need to know more about 
the nature of transitional programs and how many resources are actually 
devoted to them. 

The discriminant function analysis suggests that the proposed 
programmatic typology based on combinations of traditional and 
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nont radJ tional vocation-related progrnms and services is useful. In 
(:t>mpariug districts that offcM* most of the traditionai vouat ion related 
programs with those that offer only a handful, we find that size of 
district is the key tactoi- larp,er districts offer more ti^iditional 
programs than smaller ones. In comparing districts that offer at least 
one transition-related program with those that offer* none. howevei\ size 
is only one key factor- districts offering nontiadi tional programs are 
larger-, spend more instructional dollars per pupil, and perhaps most 
important, are located in communities with more services and job 
opportunities for handicapped youth. 

These results suggest that size of district alone does not determine 
the availability of all types of vocation related services for handicapped 
students; smaller LEAs offering fewer traditional programs located in 
communities with betier community services for handicapped youth, for 
example, are more likely to offer transition-related programs for their 
special education students than larger districts located in communities 
with fewer postsecondary services. For this reason, it seems unlikely 
that a policy attempting to stimulate thp creation of transition-related 
programs for handicapped sti^dents by allocating resources on the basis of 
district size alone will succeed; community resources for disabled people 
must also be considered. Kelatedly, one might speculate that policies 
focusing on improving school/community links and on investing programmatic 
funds in the postsecondary or community arenas might be more likely to 
lead to improved vocational preparedness for special education students 
than policies emphasizing increased expenditures on traditional in~school 
programs . 
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APPENDIX 



Crosstabiilat ion Aiuilys(*s 



2 

Classification I ndep f*ndent ^ df 

Variable Var iabJe 



Size of 
District 



Total school 
resources 



# handicapped 
students in 
voc. ed. 



1 ,787 



27 



.3H 



.0001 



I . 554 



25 



.24 



.0001 



LI-A has staff 995 

member to help 

special ed 

students find 

jobs 

I.KA arraiiHHS for 75 
counseling 

LEA provides 1 .498 

occupat ional; 
phys ical therapy 

VR agency assigns 276 
staff to LEA 

LKA has transition 398 
program 

Total external 305 
resources 



4 .29 .29 .0001 

4 .08 01 ,0001 

4 .35 .35 .0001 

4 15 .15 .0001 

4 .18 .18 .0001 

8 .11 .13 .0001 



Community services 310 
for liandicappod 

.ioh opportunities 417 
for handicapped 



12 .09 .13 .0001 
12 11 .14 .0001 



Relevant only for relationships between ordinal scales oi* continuous 
variables . 
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Clas sification 
Variable 



liuif^pfMident 
Variable 



df 



Geographac 
Region 



Total scIkhiI 
resources 

# handicappetl 
students in 
voc. ed. 



475 



414 



.0001 



.0001 



LEA has staff 
member to help 
special eil . 
students find 
jobs 

LEA arranges fo!* 
counsel inj? 



G4 



51 



07 



.07 



,0001 



.0001 



LKA provides 142 
occupational/ 
physical therapy 

VR agency assigns 164 
staff to LEA 



11 



12 



,0001 



.00. J 



LEA has transition 
program 



56 



.07 



.0001 



Total external 
resources 



220 



10 



0001 



Community serviros 
for hand i capped 



476 



.12 



.0001 



.)ob opporl uni I ies 
for handicapped 



141 



.0001 
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2 



Class if ication 
Variable 



Iiui opoiidrnt 
Variable 



df 



District/ 
Communi ty 
Wealth 



Total school 
resources 

# handicapped 
students in 
voc. ed. 



377 



144 



6 .15 .05 .0001 



6 11 .14 .0001 



LEA has staff 
member to help 
special ed. 
students f ind 
jobs 



IHO 



3 .1] .02 .0001 



LFA arranges for 
counsel ing 



23 



3 .04 .01 .0001 



LEA provides 
occupational/ 
physical therapy 



291 



3 .16 .06 .0001 



VR agency assigns 
staff to LEA 



193 



13 .12 .0001 



LEA has transit ion 
program 



231 



3 .14 .02 .0001 



Total ext ernal 
resources 



233 



6 .10 -.10 .0001 



nonimiinjty services 
for handicapped 



438 



11 .19 .0001 



Job opportunities 
for handicapped 



156 



9 .07 .10 .0001 
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c lassification [nd epcMui ont dj 

Variable Varinble 



LEA Service 
Configurations 



Tota I school 
resources 



448 



8 . J4 



.0001 



# handicapped 
st dents in 

voc od. 



436 



. 14 



.0001 



LKA has staff 
member to hel|) 
special ed. 
students f ind 
jobs 



135 



4 .11 



.0001 



LKA arranges for 
counsel ing 



97 



09 



.0001 



LKA provides 
occupational/ 
physical therapy 



203 



. 13 



,0001 



VR ageu<:y rjssigns 
staff to LEA 



42 



06 



0001 



LKA has trans i t ion 
program 



199 



13 



0001 



Tota 1 externa I 
r^esoii rues 



70 



.05 



0001 



fommnni ty servi ces 
for handicapped 



282 



12 



.09 



oooi 



Job opportunities 
for handicapped 



69 



12 



04 



,0001 
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Classification 
Variable 



Programmatic 
Group 



Independent 
Variable 



Size of dis^ rict 1 ,918 



District/ 855 
community wealth 

Geographic region 400 

Metropolitan 433 
status 

Total external 777 
services 



IL V L £ 

16 .20 - - 0001 

12 .15 — > .0001 

12 .11 .0001 

8 .13 .0001 

8 .18 .0001 



LEA service 645 16 12 - - .0001 

configurations 



